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Logit regression models are estimated to identify factors affecting decisions to enroll farmland
in New York’s agricultural districts program and participate in the use-value assessment
program. The results suggest that the districts law is consistent with preserving the best
farmland at the rural-urban fringe and that the decision to enroll in agricultural districts affects
in a recursive fashion the decision to participate in the use-value assessment program. Short-
term monetary gains are the overriding considerations in applying for use-vaIue exemptions.
This may lead to additional erosion of the tax base via tax preferences for agricultural land.
Since World War II, states and localities have given
increased attention to policies and programs de-
signed to mitigate the effects of population growth
and economic development on the use of land for
commercial agriculture. These initiatives often deal
with property tax reductions for farmland owners,
but also include the formation of agricultural dis-
tricts, purchases or transfers of development rights,
right-to-farm laws, and agricultural zoning
(NASDA).
Although most land use programs are voluntary,
little attention has been given to the factors that
affect landowners’ participation. However, recent
advances in statistical methods allow analysts to
deal with participation decisions of this kind through
binary choice models. Kramer and Pope, for ex-
ample, examined participation in conventional
commodity programs. Capps and Kramer and Ran-
ney have studied food stamps, while participation
in the farmer-owned reserve, the dairy diversion
program, and the dairy termination program have
been studied by Chambers and Foster, Lee and
Boisvert, and Kaiser and Lee, respectively.
In this paper, factors that influence decisions to
enroll farmland in New York’s agricultural district
program and its attendant provisions for property
tax preferences through use-value farmland as-
sessment are studied. The results provide a system-
atic view of the factors that influence New York’s
farmland protection efforts and set the stage for
evaluation of similar programs elsewhere. Today,
all states provide for use-value assessment, whiIe
12 states ‘are experimenting with the creation of
agricultural districts (NASDA), Since programs vary
by state, this analysis begins with a review of the
New York legislation.
Agricultural Districts Legislation
The New York Agricultural District Law was en-
acted in 1971 to protect and encourage the devel-
opment and improvement of agricultural lands (New
York Agricultural and Markets Law $300). Agri-
cultural districts, created by county legislatures af-
ter landowners prepare proposals that encompass
a minimum of 500 acres, facilitate retention of
farmland by: (a) restricting the spending and police
power options open to local governments whose
boundaries overlap those of the districts; (b) re-
quiring state agencies to alter administrative reg-
ulations that otherwise might adversely affect
agriculture, and (c) limiting the ability of govern-
mental units to impose benefit assessments or spe-
cial levies on farmland within a district.
The Law also allows owners to pay taxes on
land’s value in an agricultural use. Owners of 10
or more acres that generated average gross sales
of at least $10,000 in the preceding two years may
apply for use-value assessment of their farmland. 1
If land receiving an exemption is converted to a
Professor, associate professor and former graduate sNdent, respectively,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Cornell University.
1The benefit actually is an exemption equal to the tax dnc on the
difference between the assessed value and the use value, multiplied by
an equalization rate. Owners not in a district willing to commit land to
agriculture for eight years can also apply for the exemption (Gardner),168 October 1988 NJARE
Table 1. Agricultural Districts in New York State
Number Area in Districts
of Acres Percent of
Year Districts (1,000) Total Land Area
1972 13 72 *
1973 97 778 3
1974 170 1,752 6
1975 247 3,103 10
1976 313 4,208 14
1977 352 4,811 16
1978 386 5,507 18
1979 410 5,857 19
1980 428 6,203 20
1981 451 6,656 22
1982 466 6,810 22
1983 472 6,898 23
1984 485 7,049 23
1985 500 7,174 24
1986 509 7,268 24
Source: Extension Staff.
*LAS than 1%.
non-agricultural use, a penalty tax, computed as
five times the taxes saved in the most recent tax
year plus interest compounded for up to five years,
is levied on the converted acreage by local assess-
ing officers.
Participation in Districts
The agricultural community’s response to the Law
was immediate. Initial proposals led to the creation
of 13 agricultural districts, encompassing 72,000
acres. During 1973, over 80 districts (705,000 acres)
were added and by 1986 there were more than 500
districts encompassing 7.2 million acres, nearly a
quarter of New York’s land area (Table 1). In rat-
ifying districts, count y legislatures generally in-
clude land other than farmland in districts so that
boundaries are continuous. Thus, few good esti-
mates of the actual farmland or cropland in districts
have been made. However, according to data for
41 of New York’s 57 counties, the proportion of
farms with sales above $10,000 in districts aver-
aged nearly 60% in 1982 and ranged from zero in
some counties to nearly 10CMO in others (N. Y. S.
Division of Equalization and Assessment, 1984a).
For the 51 upstate counties for which data on land
in districts are available, an estimated 54% of farml-
and and 51% of cropland in farms with sales above
$2,500 were in agricultural districts in 1982 (un-
published data from New York State Department
of Agriculture and Markets). If counties are grouped
into five land resource areas as defined by the USDA
(Giardina and Dyke), the county average percent-
ages of farmland in districts ranged from 3990 to
72Y0,while cropland percentages ranged from 39%
to 68~o (Figure 1).
In contrast with efforts to create districts, the
Law has led to relatively few use-value tax ex-
emptions, particularly in the early years. In 1977,
for example, an estimated 4,000 tax parcels re-
ceived exemptions (King). The number of exemp-
tions has fluctuated around an upward trend since
that time. By 1982, the number of exemptions was
about 14,700 (N. Y.S. Division of Equalization and
Assessment, 1984b, p. 154) but this was only 14%
of the State’s farm tax parcels. The full value of
exempt parcels was estimated at $1.2 billion; ex-
emptions totaled about $352 million. 2 Both the
percentage of parcels exempt and the value of ex-
emptions as a percent of the value of land and
buildings on farms differed by county and region
(Figure 1).
The Participation Decisions
From the standpoint of the Agricultural Districts
Program, New York farmland owners are con-
fronted with two separate choices: the decision to
put the farm (or portions of it) in an agricultural
district (AD) and the decision to seek use-value
exemptions from property taxes (UVE) on the tax
parcels in the farm. Following Chambers and Fos-
ter, the decision to participate in an AD or seek a
UVE may be formulated as a binary choice by
2 In 1985, just over 29,000 parcels were exempt, representing a full
value of $1.3 billion and exemptions worth $724 million (unpublished
data from N.Y.S. Division of Equalization and Assessment),Boiwerf, Bills, and Bailey
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comparing the utility of non-participation with that
of participation. The utility of non-participation for
the ith individual is uio = F(yiO, Xi), where yio is
a vector of attributes related to the farm business
that are associated with non-participation; xi is a
vector of socio-economic and other characteristics
that affect utility. The utility of participation is ui1
= F(yil, xi), where yi1are the farm business char-
acteristics measured at their values under partici-
pation in either AD or UVE. The utility maximizing
landowner will participate in one or the other or
both only if F(yil , xi) – F(yiO, xi) >0. A key
feature of these models is that individuals are as-
sumed to evaluate the monetary benefits and costs
of participation, and also the less tangible benefits
and costs. This implies the participation decision
has a subjective component because it is difficult
to compare intangible benefits and costs with those
measured in dollars.
The two decisions that confront farmland owners
under the New York law can also be examined
separately because it is possible to participate in
the use-value exemption aspect of the program
(UVE) without having the land in an agricultural
district (AD), and vice versa. The decision to par-
ticipate in UVE, however, may be influenced by
the AD decision primarily because penalties for
conversion of land to non-agricultural uses are less
severe for land in an agricultural district. As dis-
cussed later, this is an important consideration in
formulating the empirical models of participation.
The short-term benefit of participation in UVE
is a reduction in local property taxes. The mag-
nitude of this benefit is affected by urban pressure
and increased demand for land for non-agricultural
purposes, which raises land values, and by the rel-
ative importance of the property tax as a source of
revenue for local government. Administrative prac-
tices at the local level may also directly affect the
tax benefits of UVE. Many jurisdictions levy taxes
based on outdated tax rolls, with agricultural land
underassessed relative to other classes of property.
As a local jurisdiction undergoes property reval-
uation, the assessed value of agricultural land may
rise disproportionately to other classes of property,
thus increasing the value of the use-value exemp-
tion (Boisvert et al.).
In contrast, both ‘the benefits and costs of par-
ticipation in an agricultural district are less tangi-
ble. As urban pressure intensifies, it becomes more
likely that a given land parcel could be sold for a
price reflecting its potential value in a non-farm
use, which increases the opportunist y cost of keep-
ing land in agricultural uses. Enrolling in an ag-
ricultural district does not actually restrict owners’
use of the land. The land can still be converted to
non-farm uses and there is little effect on the op-
portunity cost of retaining land in agriculture.
From another perspective, however, it is likely
that enrolling in a district will lower the opportunity
cost of maintaining farmland in its current use, This
stems from the provisions of the Law designed to
encourage farming and discourage non-agricultural
development. One purpose of these provisions is
to insulate agricultural operations from overly re-
strictive government regulations and administrative
practices in localities where agricultural and non-
agricultural interests conflict. To the extent that
such government actions would increase the cost
of farming (e.g. through zoning, environmental re-
strictions, or an increase in the level of services
funded by property taxes), placing the land in a
district may be important to the continuation of
farming. How an individual landowner might weigh
these potential future benefits is also unclear, but
participation in agricultural districts could be ex-
pected to be directly related to the rate of non-
agricultural growth and development in an area.
With respect to the nature of the agricultural
industry itself, landowners situated on the best ag-
ricultural land, or those who have recently made
new investments or land improvements, should be
more likely to join agricultural districts to help
protect the long-term potential for agriculture. Con-
versely, there may be little incentive to commit
marginal land to agricultural uses for an extended
period. This tendency could be reflected in a re-
lation between participation and land quality, pro-
ductivity or profitability.
Finally, the socio-economic characteristics of
farmers may be important. For example, age is
certainly related to one’s planning horizon for the
farm business, but could also affect attitudes to-
ward participation in any government programs.
Local government officials that have a keen interest
in environmental issues and farmland retention could
try to increase a farmer’s knowledge of the district
program and encourage their interest in participa-
tion. Participation could also be encouraged by
neighbors through a demonstration effect.
The Data and Model Specifications
Conceptually, the importance of these numerous
factors in the two participation decisions can be
identified by constructing statistical regression
models relating choices to empirical measures or
proxies for the factors. Ideally, one would use in-
dividual farm-level data to make direct applicationBoisvert, Bills, and Bailey 171
of the binary choice models (e.g. Domencich and
McFadden; Chambers and Foster; and Rahm and
Huffman). Unfortunately, farm-level or micro data
on participation and factors influencing participa-
tion are not available. Thus, application of the qual-
itative choice models is limited to predicting the
probability of a given choice for groups of farmers
by county. This is equivalent to an analysis of
individual farm data that has been aggregated into
county groups.
The aggregate approach was followed for the 51
upstate counties in this study, incorporating data
that show the proportion of farmland and cropland
in agricultural districts and the proportion of ag-
ricultural tax parcels receiving the use-value ex-
emption.3 Obviously, farmers own more than one
acre and often have their land divided into more
than one tax parcel; on an individual basis, they
can participate at different levels. In the aggregate
approach, the results should remain unaffected if,
for each county, one treats the decision to place
each acre in a district or to request a use-vaIue
exemption on each parcel as a binary choice made
by a single representative farmer in each county.4
Following this line of reasoning, the dependent
variable relating to participation in agricultural dis-
tricts is the proportion of farmland in districts in
1982 (FLD82). An inferior alternative would have
been to examine the proportion of cropland in dis-
tricts. About 6270 of all New York farmland is
actually used for crops (U. S. Dept. of Commerce,
1984) but farmland in districts is of greater interest
to policy makers and the general public. Retaining
all farmland as open space may be important to
maintaining the integrity of individual farm units
while preserving many environmental values for
the public at large.
As with districts, involvement in use-value as-
sessment can be measured either as the proportion
of all agricultural tax parcels receiving an exemp-
tion (EXPAR), or as the proportion of the full value
of agricultural property removed from the tax rolls
by the exemption (EXVAL). The first measures the
3 Dafa on the proportion of farmers participating were available for
only 41 of the 51 upstate counties. Unfotiunately, some of the missing
counties have had the heavies(district activities. In conducting the anal-
ysis, it seemed advisable to use those measures of participation that were
most complete. In any case, in the 41 counties for which data are avail-
able, there is a relatively fdgh correlation between proportion of farms
and proportion of farmland in districts. Thus, one would expect the
results to be similar given that the analysis is based on groupeddata.
4 This is a similar assumption to that made in most empirical appli-
cations of aggregate data. The mcdels attempt to estimate the probabil-
ities of a given choice by subgroups (in this case farmers in a couoty),
each assumed to be composed of identical micro observations (P1ndyck
and Rubinfeld, p. 290).
participation decision more directly and is used
here. The proportion of the value that is exempt
affects the decision to participate indirectly because
of its influence on monetary benefits. The propor-
tion exempt is also of interest to local governments,
particularly in rural jurisdictions where agricultural
property makes up an important share of the total
property tax base.
In this application, the dependent variables in
separate regression models are the county propor-
tions of farmland acres in districts or farm parcels
in use-value assessment, respectively. Denoting this
proportion for county i as Pi, one could proceed
by estimating linear probability models provided
that t~e sample size in each group (county) is large
and Pi is not zero or one (Maddala). However, a
logit model was estimated to avoid any problems
with violating the standard assumptions of the lin-
ear regression model or generating predicted prob-
abilities outside the (O,1) range,
Following Maddala, the logit model transforms
the probabilities (i.e. proportions) according to a
cumulative logistic function so that one can es-
timate
(1) Y1 = Xi~ + Ui,
where Yi = log[Pil( 1 – Pi)]; Xi is a (lxk) vector
of explanatory variables; ~ is a (kx 1) vector of
parameters, and ui is a stochastic disturbance term.
To correct for heteroskedasticity, this equation is
estimated using a two-step generalized least squares
(GLS) procedure. The variables in equation (1) are
divided by the square root of the estimated error
variance
(2) VW (tii) = l/[ni pi (1 – Pi)],
where L is the number of ac~es or number of farm-
land parcels in county i and Pi is the predicted value
of Pi from an ordinary least squares regression
(Maddala, p. 30).5
Because of the use of the logit transformations
and the GLS procedures, the interpretation of the
results and the evaluation of the models in equa-
tions (1) and (2) are different from those of a Iinear
probability model estimated using OLS. First, the
dependent variables in the logit models are trans-
formations of the probabilities, and the GLS pa-
rameter estimates, (3, are not the partial derivatives
s [n applying the logit model, a modification to the dependent variable,
proposed by Cox (p. 33) and discussed by Amemiya (p. 1499), is used.
That is, log (Pi/l – Pi) is replaced by log [(Pi + (2n,)- ‘)]/[(1 – Pi +
(2ni) -‘] so that the dependent variable can be defined when PI is zero
or one. This adds to the number of observations that can be used and
little else is changed as n, is large in all cases,172 October 1988
of the probability of participation. To convert the
coefficients to these partial derivatives, one must
evaluate
(3) ~ L(xiP~) =
exp (Xi’~) ~
1 [1 + C3Xp(Xi’~)]2 ‘k’
where L(xi’ ~) is the logit function, xlk is the kth
component of the vector x, and & is the kth com-
ponent of the vector ~ (Maddala, p. 23). In the
empirical work below, equation (3) is evaluated at
the means over all i observations.
Second, the use of conventional R2 is not ap-
propriate in this model as a measure of goodness-
of-fit. Thus, a pseudo R’ developed by Buse and
discussed by Amemiya is:
WSSRC – WSSRU
(4) pseudo R2 =
WSSRC
where WSSRU is the weighted residual sum of
squares and WSSRC is the weighted residual sum
of squares where the coefficients on all the ex-
planatory variables are constrained to zero.
Empirical Results
As discussed above, the estimated models attempt
to explain participation in agricultural districts (as
measured by the proportion of farmland in districts,
FLD82) and participation in use-value assessment
(as measured by the proportion of farm tax parcels
partially exempt from property taxes, EXPAR).
The county (or grouped) data used to estimate the
models are for 1982. Variables for the 51 upstate
NJARE
New York counties used in the analysis are listed
in Table 2. These variables were selected as’ ‘proxy”
measures for the several factors hypothesized above
as being important in the two separate participation
decisions. Each is discussed in turn but, in general,
the results of both models are promising. The pseudo
R2’s (above 0.5 in both cases) are high for models
relying on cross-sectional data and the standard
errors are low relative to the coefficient estimates
on most variables.
Participation in Agricultural Districts
Table 3 contains two models of participation in
agricultural districts. Model 1 incorporates the fixed
effects of New York’s five major land resource
areas (MLRA) established by the Soil Conservation
Service of the USDA. These fixed effects for the
MLRA’s (shown in Figure 1) clearly improve the
performance of the two models. (As seen in Table
3, the hypothesis that the coefficients on all MLRA’s
are jointly zero is rejected at the 1% level.) The
MLRA’s delineate regions of broadly similar phys-
ical and topographic features; MLRA 1 (the refer-
ence region in the regression) and MLRA5 contain
some of the more productive soils in the state.
Thus, given that the coefficients on the remaining
MLRA’s are negative, these fixed effects support
the hypothesis that farmers with good agricultural
land are more likely to join agricultural districts in
an effort to promote the future viability of agri-
culture. This hypothesis is also supported by direct
relation of the probability of participation to an-
other, more direct, measure of agricultural viabil-
ity, the value of farm sales per crop acre (VASPAC).
Table 2. List of Variables for 51 Upstate New York Counties
Variable Name Variable Definition County Means
VSAPAC Value of cropland sales ($1 ,000) per acre, farms with sales greater than $2,500, 1982 0.29
AVTAXAC Full per acre property tax liability on land in use-value assessment program, 1985 32.91
PCTOFF Proportion of farmers working 100 days or more off the farm, 1982 0.30
FAVAGE 1982 average age of farm operators, farms with sales $2,500 or more, 1982 50.34
AVDISTAC Average size of agricultural districts, 1,000 acres, 1982 17.02
PCGHUNIT Proportional change in housing units, 1970-80 0.21
PCINCFM Proportion farm income is of total wage and salary income, 1982 0.04
EQRATE Assessed value of real property/fuU value of reaI property, 1982 0,51
Proportion of value of land and buildings on farms with sales greater than $10,000
EXVAL exempt for property taxes under use-value assessment, 1982 0.04
MLRA Dummy variables for major land resource areas defined by SCS, USDA
FLD82 Proportion of farmland in agricultural dktricts, 1982 0.54
EXPAR Proportion of farm tax parcels partially exempt under use-value assessment 0.15
LOGFLD82 Logit transformation of FLD82 according to equation (1) and footnote 5 0.16
LOGEXMfT Logit transformation of EXPAR according to equation (1) and footnote 5 –3.22
PRED 1 Predicted value of FLD82 from regressions 0.54
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce (1982, 1984); New York State Office of the Comptroller; E + A (1984a, b); Jones and
Barnard; Giardina and Dyke.Boisvert, Bills, and Bailey
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According to the partial derivatives of model 1 with
respect to this variable, a $100 increase in the value
of sales per acre would increase the probability of
farmland being in a district by 0.115.
The major land resource areas (MLRA’s), how-
ever, may also reflect the higher participation rates
hypothesized to be characteristic of areas where
urban and development pressures are greatest.
MLRA 1, for example, contains Buffalo, Roches-
ter, and Syracuse, three of the five largest upstate
central cities (Figure 1). MLRA2, by the same
token, is influenced by development pressures from
Albany to the north and by the ever expanding
metropolitan area around New York City to the
south .
Further support for the hypothesis that farmers
concerned about urban encroachment are more likely
to place farmland in districts is offered through the
negative effect that the proportion of wage and
salary income earned from farming (PCINCFM)
exerts on participation, This variable is inversely
related to the importance of the non-agricultural
sector in the local economy. Thus, as PCINCFM
decreases (non-agricultural activities are a larger
share of the total economy) by 0.1 (10YO)the like-
lihood of farmland being in a district increases by
almost 0.5.
A related factor is that the proportion of farmers
with off-farm work (PCTOFF) is inversely related
to the likelihood of farmland being in districts.
Farmers fully employed in their farm business sig-
nal a relatively strong commitment to agriculture.
It is not surprising that they see both tangible and
intangible benefits to enrolling their land in a dis-
trict .
The proportional change in housing units
(PCGHUNIT) is also a particularly significant proxy
for the development pressure which concerns com-
mercial farmers. Over the 1970–80 decade, as in
years before, much new housing development oc-
curred on the rural-urban fringe within commuting
distance to large urban centers. Much of it en-
croached directly on agriculture. For a 0.1 (10%)
increase in new housing units over this recent decade
the probability that f&land would be in an ag-
ricultural district increases by 0.13.
Another important variable in explaining the
probability of ‘farmland being in agricultural dis-
tricts is the average size of the districts themselves
(AVDISTAC). As mentioned above, agricultural
districts often contain a great deal of land other
than farmland. The positive effect of this variable
on participation in ~gricultural districts probably
reflects two things. First, as district size increases,
larger numbers of farmers are cooperating on pro-
posals for creating districts. Thus, this variable re-
flects to some degree the demonstration effect of
neighbors’ involvement in agricultural districts.
Second, this variable may also reflect enthusiasm
of government officials in some localities for the
formation of large contiguous districts. As these
local officials actively promote district formation,
they will increase farmers’ awareness of districts
and undoubtedly increase the likelihood of farm-
land being in a district. This effect is likely to
increase in importance in the future as more local
governments become involved in the 8-year district
review process. The evidence is growing that dur-
ing these reviews local governments use the 8-year
review as a vehicle for district consolidation. Con-
solidation can close gaps in district boundaries that
may otherwise encourage checkerboard develop-
ment. Consolidation is also economic for local gov-
ernments because the expenses required to conduct
future 8-year reviews on a large number of districts
can be avoided. Regardless, district consolidation
often involves adding district acreage.
The remaining variables in the model, the av-
erage per acre tax liability on land in use-value
assessment programs (AVTAXAC) and the aver-
age age of farm operators (FAVAGE), seem to be
relatively unimportant as their standard errors are
large relative to the size of the coefficients. How-
ever, the negative sign on the coefficient of FA-
VAGE may indeed be plausible. The incentive for
farmers closer to retirement age to commit land to
agriculture for an extended period of time may be
negative. The inflexibilityy entailed in district par-
ticipation may be an intangible cost for farmers
nearing retirement age —or the cost may be tan-
gible if being in a district would make it more
difficult or less lucrative to sell land for non-
agricultural uses. On the other hand, the negative
coefficient on age may simply reflect a lower pro-
pensity of older farmers to participate in gover-
nmentprograms of any kind.
The positive sign on the AVTAXAC variable is
as one would expect if the size of the short-term
benefits from use-value assessment were a major
consideration in participation in agricultural dis-
tricts. Based on the size of the standard error rel-
ative to the coefficient, however, this does not seem
to be the case. As suggested above, there may be
a stronger case for participation in agricultural dis-
tricts having an effect on the decision to participate
in use-value assessment.
Participation in Use-Value Assessment
Two estimated models of participation in use-value
assessment are reported in Table 4. As in the dis-
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the five MLRA’s. According tothe F-test in Table
4, one must reject the hypothesis that the fixed
effects arejointly zero. However, incontrast to the
district participation decision, these fixed effects
seem to be less important in the case of use-value
assessment. Only for MLRA3 is the standard error
on the coefficient small relative to the size of the
coefficient.
This model is designed to test the hypothesis that
participation in districts exerts a recursive effect
on the decision to enroll farmland in the use-value
assessment program. To do this, the predicted value
of the dependent variable from model 1 of Table
3 was used as a regressor in the use-value assess-
ment model. The results show that, as the predicted
probability of participation in agricultural districts
(PRED 1) increases by 0.10, the probability of par-
ticipation in use-value assessment increases by about
0.02. There are two possible explanations for this
relationship. The first has to do with improved flows
of information among land owners who make a
proposal to create a district, District participants
are likely to be more familiar with all features of
the law, including its provisions for use-value as-
sessment. The second and perhaps more compel-
ling explanation is that the penalty and tax rollback
provisions associated with converting land under
use-value assessment to non-agricultural uses have
historically been less severe for parcels within a
district. Prior to March 1988, conversions of land
in a district resulted only in a tax rollback; con-
versions of land outside a district brought a more
significant monetary penalty.
As hypothesized, the most important factors af-
fecting participation in use-value assessment relate
to the size of the yearly monetary benefits of par-
ticipation. The proportion of the value of land and
buildings exempt under use-value assessment in
1982 (EXVAL) is a direct measure of the difference
between the full value of farm property and the
value that is taxable under use-value assessment.
As this proportion rises by 0.1, the likelihood that
farm tax parcels are in the use-value assessment
program rises by 0.05.
The county-wide equalization rate (EQRATE) is
also a significant explanatory factor because as-
sessment rolls in many local taxing jurisdictions
are out of date and farm property is often under-
assessed relative to other classes of property (Boisvert
et al.). Conversely, when local taxing jurisdictions
update their assessment roll, the equalization rate
(assessed value divided by full value of property)
increases. The assessed value of farm property is
likely to rise proportionately more than that of other
classes of property under these circumstances.
Consequently, the difference between the assessed
value and use value of farmland rises, increasing
the value of the use-value exemption.
The other two variables in the equation,
(FAVAGE82 and PCGHUNIT), appear to affect
the participation in use-value assessment in the same
fashion as they effect the decision to participate in
agricultural districts. One might logically argue that
the rationale is the same, although the effects, as
measured by the partial derivatives, are not as large.
Furthermore, as suggested by the relatively large
standard errors, the direct effects are measured with
less precision. Part of the explanation for this result
is that these variables affect participation in the
use-value program indirectly through the predicted
value for district participation (PRED1 ).
Summary and Policy Implications
The purpose of this paper is to develop a conceptual
framework for identifying factors that influence de-
cisions to enroll farmland in New York’s agricul-
tural districts program and to participate in that
Law’s provisions for use-value assessment of farm-
land. These participation decisions are viewed as
binary choices. Logit regression models of the two
decisions were estimated using GLS procedures
and grouped data (county-level aggregates) for 1982,
the only year for which information on participa-
tion is available. The empirical results are rela-
tively robust and there is strong evidence that the
decision to enroll in agricultural districts affected
in a recursive fashion the decision to participate in
the use-value assessment program.
From a policy perspective, these results have
direct implications for farmland retention efforts
geared toward use-value assessment of farmland
and local initiatives to create agricultural districts.
The analysis strongly suggests that, in New York,
such programs are consistent with an objective of
protecting the highest quality farmland in areas at
the rural-urban fringe. Enrollment in districts is
directly and positively related to land productivity,
urban pressure, and the importance of non-farm
activity in the area. The rate of participation is also
affected through a demonstration effect and by the
intent of local governments to encourage district
formation or district consolidation. Participation is
also higher in areas where farmers are more de-
pendent upon employment on the farm.
Because of the recursive nature of the models,
these factors also indirectly explain the attractive-
ness of the Law’s provisions for use-value assess-
ment, although short-term monetary gains associatedBoisvert, Bills, and Bailey 177
with the exemption (which is directly related to the
proportion of a parcel’s exempt value and equali-
zation rates) are the overriding considerations in
applying for use-value exemptions. Thus, as local
governments become increasingly dependent on the
property tax, public officials can expect additional
erosion of the tax base via tax preferences for ag-
ricultural land. This is also true for jurisdictions
undergoing revaluation in an attempt to correct tax
inequities across property classes on outdated tax
rolls.
References
Amemiya, T. “Qualitative Response Models: A Survey. ” Jour-
nal of.Economic Literature, 19(1981): 1483–1536.
Boisvert, R., N. Bills and R. Solomon, “Evaluation of Famr-
Iand Use-Value Assessment in New York. ” Journal of
the Northeastern Agricultural Economics Council,
9(1980):17-22.
Buse, A. “Goodness of Fit in Generalized Least Squares Es-
timation. ” American Statistician, June, 1973, pp. 106-
08.
Capps, O. Jr., and R. Kramer, “Analysis of Food Stamp Par-
ticipation Using Qualitative Choice Models. ” American
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 67(1985):49-59.
Chambers, R. and W. Foster. “Participation in the Farsner-
Owned Reserve Program: A Discrete Choice Model. ”
American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 65(1983):
120-24.
Cox, D. The Analysis of Binary Data, London: Methuen, 1970.
Domencich, T. and D. McFadden. Urban Travel Demand: Be-
havioral Analysis. Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing
co., 1975.
Extension Staff. New York Economic Handbook 1987: Agri-
cultural Situation and Outlook, Department of Agricultural
Economics, A. E. Ext. 86-35, Cornell University, Decem-
ber 1986.
Gardner, K. Agricultural District Legislation in New York: as
Amended Through September 1987. Department of Agr-
icultural Economics, A. E, Ext. 87-24, Cornell University,
October 1987,
Giardina, D. and P. Dyke. Coun~ Ident&atiorr Codes and
Cross Reference Tables. Working Paper #67, Economics
Statistics and Cooperatives Service, U.S, Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D. C., 1979.
Jones, J. and C. Barnard. Farm Real Estate: Historical Series
Data, 1950–85. Statistical Bulletin Number 738, Eco-
nomic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D, C., 1985,
Judge, G., R. Hill, W. Griffiths, H. Lutkepohl, and T. Lee,
hrtroductiorr to the Theory arrd Practice of Econometrics,
New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1982.
Kaiser, H. and D. Lee. “An Aggregate Analysis of Bid De-
cisions for the Dairy Termination Program, ” Norrh Cen-
tral Journal of Agricultural Economics, 9( 1987):259-69,
King, W. “Utilization of Agricultural Exemptions in New York
State on 1975 and 1976 Assessment Rolls,” Department
of Agricultural Economics, Staff Paper No. 78-2, Cornell
University, March 1978,
Lee, D. and R. Boisverf, “Factors Affecting Participation in
the Milk Diversion Program in the U.S. and New York. ”
Northeastern Journal cf Agricultural and Resource Eco-
nomics, 14(1985): 193–202.
Maddala, G. Limited-Dependent and Quali~ative Variables in
Econometrics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1983.
Nationai Association of State Departments of Agriculture
(NASDA). Current State Farmland Protection Activities.
Research Foundation Farmland Project, 1616 H Street,
NW, Washington, D. C., January 1985,
New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment
(E + A). Agricultural Use Assessment Impact Study for
1982. Albany, New York, November 1984a.
—. Exemptions from Real Properry Taxalion in New York
State: County, City and Town Assessment Rolls Completed
in 1982. Volumes I & U, Albany, New York, October
1984b.
New York State Office of the Comptroller. Special Report of
the Comptroller on Municipal Affairs, 1981, Albany, N ,Y,
1983.
Pindyck, R. and D. Rubinfeld. Econometric Models and Eco-
nomic Forecasts. 2nd edition, New York: McGraw-Hill,
1981.
Ranney, C. A Study of the Interdependent Food Stamp Program
Participation and Food Demand Decisions. Ph. D. Dis-
sertation, University of California, Davis, 1983.
Rahm, M. and W. Huffman. “The Adoption of Reduced Til-
lage: The Role of Human Capital and Other Variables, ”
American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 66(1984):
405-13.
U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 1982
Census of Agriculture, AC82-P.-32, Vol. 1, Geographic
Area Series, Part 32, New York State and County Data,
Washington, D. C,, March 1984,
—. Bureau of the Census. J980 Characteristics of the
Population: New York. Vol. 1, Part 34, Washington, D. C.,
February 1982.Abstracts of Organized Symposia
A Content Analysis of the Northeastern Journal of
Agricultural and Resource Economics (NJARE):
1978-87.
Organizer and Moderator: C, M. Gempesaw II (University of Delaware)
Speakers: Catherine Halbrendt (University of Delaware), C. M. Gempesaw II (University of Delaware),
James W. Dunn (Penn State University), and Cleve Willis (University of Massachusetts)
In the last ten years, the NJARE has undergone several
important changes. Since 1978, the Journal has had four
different editors. In 1983, the membership voted to dis-
continue the practice of publishing selected papers pre-
sented at the Northeast Agricultural and Resource
Economics Association (NAREA) annual meetings. In
1984, the Journal’s name was changed from Journal of
the Northeastern Agricultural Economics Council to the
present NJARE and the size and typeset were improved.
During the 1983 annual business meeting, it was noted
that a possible impact of not publishing selected papers
is that the Journal editor would have control over the
contents of both issues of the Journal.It was also argued
that the Journal might become an irrelevant outlet for
publication by the NAREA members if the editor has a
narrow view in terms of subject matter and methodology.
Catherine Halbrendt provided an overview of the focus
and trends of the American Journal of Agricultural Eco-
nomics for the last 25 years. C. M. Gempesaw H dis-
cussed the content analysis of the NJARE covering the
1977–87 period. James Dunn provided his own obser-
vations on the content analysis results and discussed the
characteristics of both accepted and rejected papers sub-
mitted since 1987. Cleve Willis also offered his own
perspective on the content analysis results. In addition,
he also addressed the various issues cited above by pro-
viding data on the characteristics of all papers submitted
during his editorial term.Undergraduate Teaching
Well?
in the Northeast: Alive?,
Organizers: Steven E. Hastinm (University of Delaware. Chairman). Johannes DelDhendahl (University
of Mine), and Dennis K. Smit~ (West Virg&ia State University). “‘ -
“
Moderator and Presenters: Steven E. Hastjngs (University of Delaware, Moderator), Johannes
Delphendahl (University of Maine), Thomas Brewer (The Pennsylvania State University), John E. A.
MacKenzie (University of Delaware), and Kenneth McIntosh (West Virginia University)
Many undergraduate agricultural economics teaching
programs in the Northeast are under going drastic changes
in response to a variety of new demands by students,
faculty and administrators. Some are experiences ex-
panding enrollment; others are facing decline. Some face
resource constraints. This symposium allowed five fac-
ulty/administrators who either are or have been involved
in undergraduate teaching to share their views on critical
issues in this area.
Dr. McIntosh described the trends in undergraduate
enrollment and teaching resources at West Virginia Uni-
versity. He postulated a “stickiness” in the allocation
of resources in response to changing enrollment. Dr.
Delphendahl described important characteristics of ag-
ricultural economics programs in the New England uni-
versities. Significant variety exists. Dr. Kezis presented
a summary of University of Maine’s program, highlight-
ing strengths and weaknesses, teaching innovations and
recruitment activities. Dr. Brewer highlighted the pro-
gram at Pennsylvania State University. He commented
on student strengths and weaknesses and the treatment
of teaching in the promotion and tenure process. Dr.
Mackenzie offered some philosophical thoughts on the
justification and purpose of an undergraduate program
in agricultural economics. He also described the recent
renovation of the program at the University of Delaware.Agricultural Economics Research in the Northeast:
Programs and Implications for the Future
Organizer: Clark Burbee (USDA-CSRS)
Moderator: Julie A. Caswell (University of Massachusetts)
Speakers: Clarence Davan (Davan Consulting International, Inc.), Roland Robinson (USDA-CSRS),
and-Paul Farris (Purdue University)
Several reports appearing in recent years have called for
a reexamination of the research priorities of agricultural
economists. To further this reexamination, the Coop-
erative State Research Service (CSRS) of USDA has
undertaken studies of past and current state research pro-
grams and priority topics for the future. The results of
three such studies were presented and discussed in this
symposium. Clarence Davan reported on the results of
interviews conducted on behalf of CSRS with a variety
of agribusiness interests, elected officials, and consumer
groups to identify and give priorities to researchable
questions in agricultural economics. Roland Robinson
discussed a new data base developed by CSRS to clas-
sify, by topic area, research being done at state agri-
cultural experiment stations. These data show a great
deal of variance between states in sources and uses of
research funds for agricultural economics research. Paul
Farris reported on changes in total, federal, and nonfed-
eral funding of economics and marketing research through
state agricultural experiment stations between 1970 and
1985. Over this time period, federal funding of agri-
cultural marketing economics research decreased sub-
stantially but increases in nonfederal funding, primarily
state appropriations, offset much of the relative reduction
in federal support.